THE FALL OF THE MONARCHY
the common people. A significant difference between
him and Robespierre was that Robespierre respected
the people, but did not love it, while Marat loved the
people, but did not respect it. To Robespierre the voice
of the people had the somewhat mystic significance it
had for Rousseau—to whom it was the Voice of God.
To Marat it was but the voice of foolish, ignorant,
fickle children, unable to manage their own affairs, and
needing an enlightened few—or, better still, an en-
lightened dictator—to rule for and over them. Un-
questionably he aspired at one time to dictatorship
himself, and in this his ambition played a part, but it
never was his controlling impulse.
His very ferocity sprang, in part from the quality
of his love, in part from the quality of his nature,
which was essentially feminine—inclined towards
hysteria. Louis Blanc remarks that just as a high-strung
woman might be driven to inconceivable acts of cruelty
when seeing a helpless child mistreated, so Marat was
thrown into paroxysms of rage, bordering on insanity,
when he saw the people abused or betrayed. For this
fire-eating revolutionary was at bottom tender-hearted.
He, whose incitements to violence were in no small
degree responsible for the September massacres, once
saved a man from a mob, and could not witness any
living thing—hardly even an insect—suffer. He, who
so bitterly attacked the Girondins, in the end tried to
save several of them. The letter found upon Charlotte
Corday is a tribute to the essential charity of his nature.
He gave away all he had, and having nothing more to
give, would call on his friends to help him feed his
poor. The fashionable medico, who had charged as
high as thirty-six francs for a visit and had had a mar-
quise for a mistress, died in possession of a total capital
of five sous! He was, undoubtedly, socially dangerous

